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1. Claims 1-3,5,6,8,10-20 are presented for examination. Claims 4, 7, 9 have 
been canceled. 

2. Applicant's request for reconsideration of the finality of the rejection of the last 
Office action is persuasive and, therefore, the finality of that action is withdrawn. In view 
of the pre-appeal conference, the final action on 1 1/28/05 has been withdrawn. This is 
a non-jfinal action and includes new ground of rejections . 

In view of the Pre-Appeal Conference Request filed on 04/27/06, 

PROSECUTION IS HEREBY REOPENED. A new ground of rejection is set forth 

i \ 

below. \ 

'To avoid abandonment of the application, appellant must exercise one of the 

following two options: \ 

(1 ) file a reply undei 37 CFR 1.111 (if this Office action is non-final) or a reply 
und^r 37 CFR 1 . 1 1 3 (if this Office action is final); or,, i 



(2) initiate a new appeal by filing a notice of appeal under 37 CFR 41 .31 followed 



by £ 



n appeal brief under 3T CFR 41 .37. The previously paid notice of appeal fee and 



appeal brief fee can be applied to the new appeal. Jf, however, the appeal fees set forth 
in 17 CFR 41.20 have beea increased since they were previously paid, then appellant 
mijst pay the difference between the increased fees and the amount previously paid. 

A Supervisory Patent Examiner (SPE) has approved of reopening prosecution by 
signing below: 



1 
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35 U.S..C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

3. Claims 5,10, 13,14,15,17-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the 
claimed invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. The reasons are given 
below. 

4. As to claim 5, no physical transformation can be found in the claim . Although 
claim recites a cache controller for decoding and execution by the processor, no details 
of decoding and execution can be found in the claim, and it is an intended use, and not 
a positive claim limitations. What is selected is neither applied in a disclosed practical 
application nor made available for use in a disclosed practical application. Instead, it 
appears to be nothing more than an idea. The reading , mapping , and selective steps 
present no substantial practical application. 

As to claim 10, Claim 10 additionally recites the tangible computer readable medium 
in preamble. However, in view of the specification, there is no clear definition that the 
computer readable medium is necessary a hardware. Page 13, [0054] of the 
specification taught computer usable (e.g. readable ) medium include both hardware , 
CD ROM, DVD ROM and not hardware as a computer data signal embodied in 
computer usable transmission medium (e.g. carrier wave). Therefore, it is not 
necessarily implemented in hardware. A tangible medium absent a dictionary definition 
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is a medium capable of being perceived. Signals are capable of being received 
therefore it is directed to 101 problem. An amendments to the claim and specification 
should clarify medium issue of 101 and would not introduce new matter as the 
addition of a group label doesn't change the scope of the disclosure . 

If selecting were just determining which signal to output then selection would not 
be a tangible result. Applicant is suggested to clarify that the final result were the 
selection of an input signal using a selector signal by the multiplexer and achieving 
practical application. 

Although claim recites a cache controller for decoding and execution by the 
processor, no details of decoding and execution can be found in the claim, and it is an 
intended use, and not a positive claim limitations. 

5. As to claims 1 3,14, claim 13,14 add no substantial practical application to parent 
claim 10 , and the Verilog hardware description language software is not tangible. 

6. As to claims 1 5,20, see discussion on claim 10. The transmission of the 
computer readable program code is not tangible. 

7. As to claims 1 7,18,19, claim 17,18, 19 add no substantial practical application to 
parent claim 10, and the Verilog hardware description language software is not 
tangible. 

8. As to claim 8, after a further review, claim 8 is not being rejected under "1 01 " 
because it shows the processor's functional units, such as the execution unit, the 
decoder and the cache for storing the instructions and the parallel performance of the 
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mappers. However, examiner would like to suggest a clear recitation of the structural 
relation among the execution unit , decoder, and the instruction cache to avoid a likely 
broader interpretation of the claim language. A structural relation, such as an input and 
output connection, could show a physical transformation. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 1-3,5,6,8,10-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Brennan (5,740,392) in view of Lee (6,442,674). 

1 0. As to claim 1 , Brennan taught a cache controller for use with a processor, 
comprising: 

A) a plurality of mappers (see length decoders 35 in fig.5) for receiving instructions of 
an instruction set, each mapper for mapping an instruction of said instruction set to a 
predetermined instruction width format IPIWFI configuration (see length 00H and 0FH), 
wherein the plurality of mappers include at least one first mapper and at least one 
second mapper for receiving instructions from an instruction cache (see instruction 
cache 30 to the decoders 35 in fig.4); and 

b) a multiplexor (see mux) for mappers and selecting, in response to a selector signal, 
a desired one of said PIWF configurations for decoding and execution by the processor. 
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receiving the PIWF configurations from the plurality of mappers (decoders) and 
selecting in response to a select signal [select] a desired one of the configurations 
(see also the length decoders 40 in 35 in col.6, lines 66-67, col.7, lines 1-49, see also a 
plurality of parallel decoders in fig.8, see the shifter 38 used as a mux in col.6, lines 40- 
52). 

1 1 . Brennan did not specifically show his mappers receiving instructions from a fill 
buffer as claimed . However, Lee taught a fill buffer (see fig.1 [100], col.2, lines 19-53). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use Lee in Brennan for 
including the fill buffer as claimed because the use of Lee could provide Brennan the 
ability to accept instructions from different source (e.g. a buffer, or the like), therefore 
enhance the adaptability of Brennan, and because Brennan also taught receiving 
instructions from a cache (see fig.4 [instruction cache 30]), which was recognizable by 
one of ordinary skill in the art that the cache had been known to be an alternative 
memory resource of the main memory for providing a faster access, and any smaller 
storage, such as a buffer, or the like, would have been provided in the system to 
increase the read/write speed of the instructions, and in doing so, provided a 
motivation. 

12. As to Claim 2, a tag comparison (see detection on most significant bits with the 
0FH in col.6, lines 40-52) for the selector signal [select]. 

13. As to claim 3, comparing, for each instruction provided to one of the plurality of 



Application/Control Number: 09/836,541 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2183 

mappers, a tag (see most significant bits 0-2) associated with an instruction of the 
instruction set to a desired tag (OFH) and generating the selector signal (select) to 
cause said multiplexor to select said desired one of said PIWF configurations. 

14. As to claim 5, Brennan also (a) reading instructions of the instruction set from 
an instruction cache into a plurality of mappers (see fig. 5 decoders) , wherein at least 
one of the instructions was read from the instruction cache and at least one of said 
instructions is read from the buffer, each instruction of the instruction set being read 
into a corresponding one of the plurality of mappers in preparation for mapping (see 
instruction cache 30 to the decoders 35 in fig.4); 

(b) mapping each instruction of said instruction set to a corresponding PTWF 
configuration (see length 00H and OFH); and 

(c) selecting a desired one of said PIWF configurations for decoding and 

execution by the processor (see also the length decoders 40 in 35 in col. 6, lines 66-67, 
col.7, lines 1-49, see also a plurality of parallel decoders in fig.8, see the shifter 38 used 
as a mux in col.6, lines 40-52). 

Brennan did not specifically show his mappers receiving instructions from a fill buffer 
as claimed . However, Lee taught a fill buffer (see fig.1 [1 00], col.2, lines 19-53). The 
reasons of obviousness were already given in paragraph 15. Therefore, it will not be 
repeated herein. 
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1 5. As to claim 6, Brennan also included comparing, for each instruction provided to 
one of said plurality of mappers, a tag 9most significant bit) associated with an 
instruction of the instruction set to a desired tag (OFH) , wherein the desired one of 
the PIWF configurations is selected based on the comparison or detection (see the 
selection). 

16. As to claim 8, Brennan also included at least : 

a) decoder (see either fig.4 instruction decoder or decoder 35 ), 

b) cache for storing instructions (see cache 30 in fig.4); and 

c) a cache controller (not explicitly characterized, but see how the prefetch of 
instructions from the cache 30 in fig.4) for retrieving the instructions from the cache 
and providing the instructions to a decoder (see fig.4 35, see fig.5 for details of the 
decoder 35), comprising: 

a plurality of mappers for mapping a plurality of instructions of an 
instruction set to predetermined instruction width format (PIWF) configurations (see OFH 
00H), the plurality of mappers including at least one first mapper for receiving 
instructions and at least one second mapper for receiving instructions from said 
instruction cache (see fig.4 instruction cache) , 

d) a multiplexor for selecting, in response to a selector signal, one of said 
PIWF configurations for decoding by the decoder (see col.6, lines 40-52) and 
execution by said execution unit, 
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e) means for comparing, for each instruction provided to the multiplexor, a 
tag (see most significant bits) associated with an instruction of the instruction set to a 
desired tag (OFH) and generating the selector signal to cause said multiplexor to 
select said desired one of the configurations (see col.6, lines 40-52) , whereby 
performing instruction mapping substantially in parallel with tag comparison to improve 
processor performance (see parallel decoders as mappers in fig.5 and fig.8). 
Brennan did not specifically show his mappers receiving instructions from a fill buffer 
as claimed . However, Lee taught a fill buffer (see fig.1 [100], col.2, lines 19-53). The 
reasons of obviousness were already given in paragraph 15. Therefore, it will not be 
repeated herein. 



1 7. As to claim 1 0 , claim 1 0 is substantially the same as claim 1 , and rejected under 
the same reasons as applied to claim 1. claim 10 additionally recites the 
microprocessor core embodied in software. Examiner holds that a microprocessor 
embodied in software is well known art (see the pertinent reference Palnitkar et al. 
5,539,680., col.1 , lines 15-22, cited in this action in paragraph, Palnitkar is not being 
used but it is ready to show examiner's position of well known art ). 

1 8. As to claim 1 1 , see the selection in col.6, lines 40-52. 
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19. As to claim 12 , also included a microprocessor core is embodied in hardware 
description language software (see the pertinent reference Palnitkar et al. 5,539,680, 
col.1 , lines 15-22 , cited in this action in paragraph, Palnitkar is not being used but it is 
ready to show examiner's position of well known art ). 

20. As to claim 1 3,14, examiner holds that microprocessor core embodied in Verilog 
hardware description language software or VHDL had been known in the art (see the 
pertinent reference Palnitkar et al. 5,539,680, col.1 , lines 15-22 , cited in this action in 
paragraph, Palnitkar is not being used but it is ready to show examiner's position of well 
known art ). 

21. Claims 15-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Brennan (5,740,392) in view of Lee (6,442,674) in view of Chang et al. (Design A Java 
Microprocessor Core Using FPGA Technology, IEEE 1998) 

22. As to claim 1 5, claim 1 5 is substantially the same as claim 1 , therefore rejected 
under the same reasons as set forth in the paragraph 15 above. Claim 15 additionally 
recites transmitting the microprocessor core over a communications network. Neither 
Brennan nor Lee specifically show the transmission of microprocessor core as 
claimed. However, Chang disclosed a microprocessor core (see the design of the Java 
microprocessor soft core in the introduction in page 13). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to use Chang in Brennan for transmission of the 
microprocessor core as claimed because the use of Chang could provide Brennan the 
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capability to expand the microprocessor functionalities into a network system, and 
because Chan also concluded that the Java could be distributed in client and server 
environment (see page 17), therefore it could be recognized by one of ordinary skill in 
the art that Chang's microprocessor core (see the Java soft core) could be transmitted 
in a network, such as client and server environment, and since no specific transmission 
details can be found in the claim body, it is read as a transmission in general, and 
therefore, examiner holds that transmission in general should also be applicable in 
Brennan's general purpose microprocessor (see Intel microprocessor in col.1, lines 
32036) in order to enhance the interface connection of the system, for the above 
reasons, provided a motivation. 

23. As to claim 16, Brennan also taught comparing, for each instruction provided to 
one of the plurality of mappers, a tag (see most significant bits 0-2) associated with 
an instruction of the instruction set to a desired tag (OFH) and generating the selector 
signal (select) to cause said multiplexor to select said desired one of said PIWF 
configurations. 

24. As to claims 1 7, 18,1 9, examiner holds that microprocessor core embodied in 
Verilog hardware description language software or VHDL had been known in the art 
(see the pertinent reference Palnitkar et al. 5,539,680, col.1 , lines 15-22 , cited in this 
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action in paragraph, Palnitkar is not being used but it is ready to show examiner's 
position of well known art ). 

25. As to the internet in claim 20, see Chang's client and server environment in 
page 1 7. 

26. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

a) Wu et al. 2002/01 07678 A1 , paragraph [39] [49] is cited for the teaching of 
microprocessor implemented in hardware description language. 

b) Palnitkar et al. 5,539,680, col.1 , lines 1 5-22 , is cited for the teaching of the hardware 
description language. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dan Pan whose telephone number is 571 272 4172. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F from 8:30 AM to 4:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chan, can be reached on 571 272 4162. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703 306 5404. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
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For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 



you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 
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